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ments given by Dr. Macdonald. But even the efforts of
this gentleman did not have a fair trial. He urged that
the nursery should be enlarged; he begged the sisters not
to take any infants in till this was done ; but, unable to
prevail on this point, he strictly ordered that not more than
four children should be admitted, whereas six patients were
often placed within the small compass of the nursery.
With all these facts before us we cannot but condemn the

conduct of the sisterbond. Their case is a hard one, and
we deeply sympathise with their endeavour to do good, and
their difficulties in refusing all infants brought to them.
Still it would have been preferable to have nursed com-
petently two or three infants, instead of compromising their
existence by doubling the number. Without any experience,
any real scientific knowledge, these sisters have undertaken
a task which the most skilled physicians would look upon
as almost hopeless. Their inexperience is best demonstrated
by the fact that they have spent .814,000 in the construction
of this ill-fated convent, and yet, with all this outlay, the
infants have not better accommodation than that which we
have described. Surely with such a sum something better
than a small kitchen could have been provided for these
unfortunate infants. The sisters plead alack of funds;
but what has been spent might have been better spent. A
few feet of space deducted from the size of the chapel or
waiting-rooms, and devoted to the nursery, might have saved
the lives of several human beings. We trust, in conclusion,
that when in future private bodies attempt public work of
this description they will first study at least the elements
of sanitary science.

SEWAGE - DISPOSAL.

II.
IN continuation of our observations of the 13th inst., we

proceed to consider the conclusions of the Sewage Committee
of the Local Government Board in regular order. By
adopting this course we shall be able, perhaps, to show
with greatest brevity the peculiar character of the Com-
mittee’s Report.
Conclusion 1 reads as follows:-
"That the scavenging, sewering, and cleansing of towns

are necessary for comfort and health, and that in all cases
these operations involve questions of how to remove the re-
fuse of towns in the safest manner, and at the’least expense
to the ratepayer." 

.

This is in no sense a " conclusion," but simply an assump-
tion, as far as the data given in the Report are concerned.
It is an interpolated dictum, which may be received as a
sanitary axiom, but which is about as pertinent to the sub-
ject of the Report as the dictum that a knowledge of the
alphabet is necessary to enable a person to read would be as
a preface to a book.
Conclusion 2 has the same sort of irrelevancy to the data

contained in the Report, and is, moreover, contradictory
with mnch that is found therein. It runs thus :-

"That the retention for any lengthened period of refuse
and excreta in privy cesspits, or in cesspools, or at stables,
cowsheds, slaughter-houses, or other places in the midst of
towns, must be utterly condemned, and that none of the
(so-called) dry earth or pail systems, or improved privies,
can be approved other than as palliatives for cesspit-
middens, because the excreta is (sic) liable to be a nuisance
during the period of its retention, and a cause of nuisance
in its removal; and, moreover, when removed, leaves the
crude sewage, unless otherwise dealt with by filtration

through land, to pollue any water-course or river into
which aemage may fl,w. We have no desire, however, to
condemn the dry-earrh or pail systems for detached houses,
or for public institutions in the country, or for villages, pro-
vided the system adopted is carefully carried out."
Now, the whole of this conclusion is quite apart from

evidence given in the body of the Report, and from the sub-
ject of inquiry entrusted to the Committee. So far as it
relates to the retention of filth in and about premises in
towns, it is a sanitary truism. So far as it touches upon the

comparative merits of various systems of dealing for sani-
tary purposes with such filth, it simply expresses a series of
dogmatic opinions, for which the subject of inquiry gives
not a shadow of excuse. The manner in which the dry-earth
system is coupled with pail systems proves that the reporters
have not apprehended the essential difference between the
one system and the others. The use of the term " palliative"
as descriptive of the advantages of these systems as com-
pared with cesspit-middens, shows that in the few instances
of pail systems which came under their observation, as at
Halifax, Rochdale, &e. (for of the dry-earth system they
do not appear to have seen anything), they have made, as
the Report proves, no comparative examination of the ques-
tion deserving the name. The objection that the pail
systems leave undone in respect to crude sewage what they
never proposed to do is childish, and the qualified approval
of these systems for detached houses and public institutions
in the country, and in villages, is simply absurd in face of the
deliberate adoption of a pail system by towns such as

Manchester, Rochdale, Oldham, &c.

But this is not all; for if we turn to the section of the
Report on the clarification of sewage, we find, notwith-
standing the above conclusion, that the Committee expresses
there (p. xxxii.) the opinion that "the local nuisances"
occasioned by the dry-earth, the Goux (pail) system, the
Rochdale pail system, and "by any other of the patented
systems " known to the Committee, "have been largely in-
creased in proportion to the time of retention of the excreta
before removal;" and that these systems involve " the incon-
venience suffered by trespass on the privacy of the house-
hold." We shall not attempt to reconcile these astounding
expressions of opinion with the phraseology of the con-
clusions. We have taken the trouble to ascertain from our
Sanitary Commissioners how far this expression of opinion
coincides with their special experience on the subject, and
they inform us th’l.t in a familiar experience of the towns
practising pail systems visited by the Committee, of very
many more towns carrying these systems out, and of the
people affected by them more or less, this is the first time
they have heard trespass on the privacy of the household "
urged as an objection; and as to the assertion made that
under any circumstances of retention of excreta in pails the
local nuisance was proportionately greater than from excreta.
in cesspit middens, it simply raises the question whether
the Committee made any comparative examination of the
pail system and the cesspit systems at all. They suggest
that possibly at Rochdale the pail system may have been
wholly substituted for the cesspit system when the Com-
mittee visited the town, and the means for comparison might
not exist there. But this could hardly be said to be the case
at Manchester ; for within the last three or four weeks it
has certainly been practicable there to examine and compare
in the same back-entiy between two rows of houses the re-
spective powers of nuisance-production of the pail system
aud the cesspit-midden system. The medical officer of
health for Manchester states that it is now a common

mode of expressing thankfulness among householders who
have had a pail-closet substituted for a cesspit.rnidden
clopet. in the back-yard to state that they can open the back
windows of the house without being 11 stunk out." On the
economical aspects of the question (as stated by the Com-
mittee) we shall have a word to say presently.

Conclusions 3 and 4 are as follows :-

" (3) That the sewering of towns and draining of houses
must he considered a prime necessity under all conditions
and circumstances, so that the subsoil water may be re-
moved in wet districts and may be preserved from pollu-
tion, and the waste water may be removed from houses
without delay, and that the surfaces and channels of streets,
;varo!’, and courts may be preserved clean.

"(4) That most rivers and streams are polluted by a
discharge into them of crude sewage, which practice is
highly objectionable."
Both these so-called " conclusions" are irrelevant to the

inquiry, aod, in fact, are not conclusions at all from it;
while as to conclusion 4, if the general results of the in-
qniry lead to one conclusion more dtfiuite than another, it
appears to be that the pollution of rivers by crude sewage
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is certainly less objectionable, whether in a sanitary, an
economical, or a sentimental aspect, than the retention of
the crude sewage within inhabited areas.
The remaining conclusions relate to the subject proper of

the inquiry, and we quote them together :-
" (5) That, as far as we have been able to ascertain, none

of the existing modes of treating town sewage by depo-
sition and by chemicals in tank,; appear to effect much

change beyond the separation of the solids and the clari-
fication of the liquid. That the treatment of sewage in
this manner, however, effects a considerable improvement,
and, when carried to its greatest perfection, may in some
cases be accepted.

"(6) That, as far as our examinations extend, none of
the manufactured manures made by manipulating towns’
refuse, with or without chemicals, pay the contingent costs
of such modes of treatment, neither has any mode of dealing
separately with excreta, so as to defray the cost of collection
and preparation by a sale of the manure, been brought
under our notice.

"(7) That town sewage can best and most cheaplv be
disposed of and purified by the process of land irrigation
for agricultural purposes, where local conditions are favour-
able to its application, but that the chemical value of
sewage is greatly reduced to the farmer by the fact that
it must be disposed of day by day throughout the entire
year, and that its volume is generally greatest when it is
of the least service to the land.

" (8) That land irrigation is not practicable in all cases;
and therefore other modes of dealing with sewage must be
allowed.

" (9) That towns situated on the sea-coast, or on tidal
estuaries, may be allowed to turn sewage into the sea or
estuary below the line of low water, provided no nuisance
is caused; and that such mode of getting rid of sewage
may be justified on the score of economy."
The full significance of these conclusions can only be

rightly understood by reading along with them the last
section of the Report, especially the last two paragraphs. A
more pathetic outpouring of bucolic grief we have rarely
read. Moreover, the section is in the strangest contrast
with the offensive dogmatism of the other parts of the
Report,. The argument of the section amounts to this :-
Agrif’utture, never specially lucrative, has of late years
afforded " very little profits." But such minimised profits
as are possible to agriculture will probably be most surely
secured by sewage farms, notwithstanding the special diffi-
cuitits attaching to their working, if certain as yet un-
achieved conditions can be obtained for them.

In a previous part of the Report 1 hue attempts which have
bffn made to supplement wet systems of sewage disposal
with so-called dry systems are descrthe’1 as an economical
failure. It would now appear from this Report that any
System yet devised, except the system which pours its

sewage into the nearest stream, stands in the -aine category,
and that there is but little moie hope of comparative
economic success in a uniform system than in a combined
system of sewage disposal. Utider these cirumstances, the
tone taken by the Committee in its gratuitous remarks on
systems of excrement disposal other than by water-carriage
is as astonishing as unjustifiable, whether regarded in
an economical or in a sani ary light. In the latter aspect-
the sanitary&mdash;the Committee treats excreta as of no more
consideration in the question than soap suds (p 18 et seq )
ThH great northern towns, in dealing cti’h this matter, aIm
first at removing the known most injurious filth from the
seage, and dealing with it in a munuer which will render
it less harmful as things go in those towns, and somewhat
profitable in the sense of diminishing the cnst, of removal.
This aspect of the question does not appear to have been
present to the minds of the Committee at any time. It is
idle here to argue the mechanical advantages of water-car-
riiHP as compared with land-carriage. This is a local

question solely. The dry refuse of a twn has to be re-
moved as well as the wet refuse. The systematic removal
of this (iry refuse is just as important sanitarily as the
systematic flowing away of the wet refuse. Whether it is
desb e to take away r-rcremental maters with the dry or
with the wet is a question wtnch local knowledge and expe-
rience can alone determine. Of the sanitary aspects of the
two questions there is just as much to be said in favour
of the one as of the other. Here again the Committee

is wholly astray, and the important relations of the sub.
ject to local self-health government are ignored in its dis.
cussion of it. The Committee would clearly narrow the
question of sewage disposal in towns to a dogmatically
taught principle. Its Report proves conclusively that the
only reasonable hope we have of ever getting master of the
complicated dimeuities besetting sewage-disposal is by en.
couraging local thought and locally conceived action on the
subject.
The blunders of the Report as to fact are not less remark.

able than the blunder as to the policy of sewage disposal.
At p. xxvi. we are told that fermenting sewage is not dan.
gerous to health to the extent its offensiveness might be
taken to indicate. At p. xxxi. we are told that " sewage is
injurious in proportion to its age and putridity." In several
places, indeed generally, sewage passed into the sea or a
tidal river is described as " wasted"; in the " conclusions"
such a disposal is "justified on the score of economy." In
the interpolated remarks on epidemics we read that " recent
inquiries show that modern diseases of malignant types,
such as typhus(!) and cholera, aenerate out of putrid refuse
and gross neglect of sanitary works and operations." This
written for a great Government Department in the year of
!!race 1876 ! There is much more to the same effect in the
Report, and we would ask our readers to contrast its con.
clusions with the conclusions arrived at by the Commission
held under Mr. Stansfeld’s presidency, at the Society of
Arts, on the health and sewage of towns, in June, 1876,
given in the Appendix (p. 129). With such a summary as
this before it, even a Committee of the Local Government
Board might have been expected to show a clearer insight
into the subject of sewage-disposal than that manifested in
the present Report.

TREATMENT OF ANEURISM.

yo
ur ob edient ser vant,

ARTHUR FEEGUSSON McGILL, F.R.C.S.

To the Editor of THE LANCET.

SiR,&mdash;The article on aneurism which appears in your issue
of the 20th inst. will be read with much interest by all sur.
geons, as the treatmentby the elastic bandage to which it re-
fers promises to be both simple and efficacious. It however

contains one statement to which exception may be taken.
You say 

11 the elastic bandage is the only method (except in-
jection of baemostatics) which confessedly aims at the forma.
tion of passive blood-clots." It is now more than ten years
since Dr. Murray of Newcastle successfully applied the
rapid pressure treatment to a case of abdominal aneurism.
Mr. C. G. Wbeelhouse has since cured a case of inguinal
aneurism by the same method, and there are several other
eases on record in which the treatment has been adopted.
Two years ago I modified this proceeding by cutting down
on the subelavian artery and applying temporary compres-
sion by means of a pair of artery forceps In all these
cases the object has been to secure the formation of a passive
and not an active clot.
The modus operandi of this treatment is, I think, not

always alike. In some cases, as in that mentioned by you
as reported by Dr. Reid, the cure is due to the complete
plugging of the aneurism and its proasmal opening. Some-
times, however, as in Mr. Wheelhouse’s and my own cases,
there is a return of pulsation which continues for one or
two days. When this occurs, as 1 stated in my paper on
the subject which appeared in the Mrdico-C6izurgieal
Transactions, 11 the coagulation is sudden, and probably com-
mences soon after the application of the pressure. The
aneurism is filled by a clot formed out of the blood that was
in it at the time the pressure was applied. This clot, like
any other in or out of the body, slowly contracts; for a time
the walls of the sac contract round it, but occasionally it
will shrink more quickly than the walls, and the pressure
being removed from the supplying artery, the blood will
pass between the clot and the wall, causing a retnrn of pul-
sation. The blood will, however, have much difficulty in
passing through the limited space left in the sue; fibrin
will be deposited from it, and the cure crmpteted."

I must. apol gise for the length of this letter, which I
hope yon will consider is justified by the importance of the
subject.&mdash;I am, Sir, your obedient servant,

ARTHUR FEEGUSSON McGiLL, F.R.C.S.
, Park-square, Leeds, Jan. 20th, 1877.


